Attorney Docket: 42P 17970 
Serial No.: 10/678,576 
Page 10 of 12 

Remarks 

1 . Claim Status 

Claims 1-17 and 19-27 remain pending with claims 1, 9, 15, and 20 being 
independent. 

Applicant has amended claims 15 and 27 in response to the Examiner claim 
objections regarding antecedent basis. Applicant also amended the dependent claims 
of claim 15 for the same reason (e.g., to change "computer program" to "computer 
program product"). 

Applicant has amended independent claims 1,9, 15, and 20 to include the 
limitations of now cancelled claims 28-32. Applicant requests entry of the amendments 
after the final rejection in order to present the claims in a better form for appeal. No 
changes have been made to the limitations previously recited by the cancelled 
dependent claims that are now incorporated into the independent claims. 

2. Rejection of Claims 1, 9, 15, and 20 based on Potter (U.S. Pub. 
2003/0023885 A1) 

As amended, claim 1 recites a technique that controls power consumed by 
multiple programmable processing engines based on network traffic. As amended, this 
control is provided by circuitry that determines which of multiple ranges a measure of 
network traffic falls within and, based on that, determining at least one of the 
programmable processing engines to power-up. Claim 1 has been amended, based on 
now cancelled claim 28, to recite that the determining engines to power-up occurs only 
after a measure of network traffic falls in a determined range multiple times. For 
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example, a measure must fall in a given range N times before any engine is powered- 
up. In practice, this can make the number of powered-up engines "sticky". That is, 
instead of rapidly powering-up and powering-down engines with every single fluctuation 
in network traffic, the recited limitation can ensure that a traffic load falls in a given 
range over multiple measurements before altering the set of engines powered-up. 

The Office Action rejected claim 1 based on Potter. The Examiner is correct in 
the characterization of Potter as having multiple power states. Applicant does not 
disagree. Potter, however, does not describe or suggest a change in power state only 
after some measure falling in a determined range multiple times. That is, in Potter, 
when a given metric falls above or below some threshold (see paragraph [0027]-[0030] 
of Potter) a change is enacted. Potter does not describe waiting to see if this is a 
transitory "blip" in the metric or more relevant to the claims, Potter does not describe or 
suggest that a power-up determination "occurs only after a measure of network traffic 
falls in a determined range multiple times". 

Applicant has similarly amended independent claims 9, 15, and 20. For at least 
the reasons above, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections of these 
independent claims and their corresponding dependent claims. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Dated : 11/06/06 /Robert A. Greenberg/ 

Robert A. Greenberg 
Reg. No. 44,133 



BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN, LLP 
12400 Wilshire Blvd. 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(503) 684-6200 
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